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By 
George Alibaruho 
ARSTRACT 
This paper surveys major research on the effort of Export Monopoly 
boards in Stabilizing prices and Incomes to domestic producers of various 
crops in West and East Africa. It does not claim to be exhaustive but it 
does bring out the major methodological features3 results and weaknesses of 
these studies. In the end, the paper calis for the integration of price — 
supply relationships in a simultaneous policy model within which to assess 
the effectiveness of the múltiple target stabilisation of marketing board 
operations. 
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I.NTRDDyCTION 
Marketing Boards were introduced in what was known as British 
East and West Africa during the second world war. The legal instruments 
that spell out the functions and powers vested in these boards clearly 
indicate that these institutions were designed as multipurpose establishments 
by policy makers. Research on the operation of these institutions has also 
confirmed this. Over the years, some categorisation of these boards has been 
made on the basis of their dominant functions and the policy parameters with 
which they operate,"'" These boards can be labeled (as in (l)) either as 
'Advisory and Promotional Boards," or "Regulatory Boards," or "Price 
stabilising but Non-Trading Boards", or "Non Monopoly Domestic Trading and 
Price Stabilising Boards," or "Export Monopoly and Price Stabilizing Boards" 
2 
or "Domestic Monopoly and Price Stabilizing Boards". It is not h.ard to 
get examples of each in West and East Africa. In this paper however, we only 
review the research done on the operations of Export Monopoly and Pri.ce 
Stabilising boards in connection with the goal of domestic stabilisation 
aimed at minimising undersirable effects of Export instability. 
The problem of fluctuations in Export earnings of primary 
producing countries (East and West African countries being no exceptions) has 
attracted the attention of researchers for more than two decades and continúes 
to do so despite the feeling by some econornists that the topic is exhausted. 
Export instability refers to the phenomenon of periodic variations along 
some historically determined growth path of total export earnings on current 
account which is identified mainly with primary commodity exporting 
countries of the developing world. The causes of export instability are both 
structural and random. Primary commodity production is particularly subject 
to: short-run inflexibility; considerable long-run responsiveness to market 
prices; variability in crop yields occasioned by weather and other climatic 
factors such as drought. uneven gestation lags and a bunching, sometimes, 
of output and asymmetrical response to price changes especially in the cas^ 
of long lasting tree crops which permit upward output adjustments but 
downward rigidity with respect to price variations. Superimposed on this 
is a demand situation which is characterised by: limited income elasticity, 
cyclical variations in'income and output (in developed countries), technologi-
cal substitutions, changes in government policies e.g. stock piling, surplus 
disposal programmes,. exchange and trade restrictions; sprculative activities, 
expectations, sporadic non-economic events ílike Korean War and Suez Crisis) 
and other purely random and unpredictable factors. The juxtaposition of 
this demand situation on the supply relationship lends, as may be expected, 
to notorious instability in prices and henee corresponding variability in 
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earnings of primary exporters. Many other factors have also been considerec! 
as important contributory causes of instability. These include: the degree 
of commodity concentration of exports (i.e. the ratio of primary commodities 
in total exports): the degree of reliance on a single or restricted geographic 
market or geographic concentration, and the degree of market influence and 
market power gf the exporting country in the relevant commodity markets; 
and not least, the degree of political instability. No matter what the 
empirical difficulties have been in associating these factors with instabi-
lity and no matter what the disagrsements ai~e among professional economists 
about the effects of export instability, the fact is that "Export Utonopoly 
and Price Stabilizing Boards" in East and West Africa were set up principally 
as national efforts to combat undesirable domestic effects of export 
instability. Tests of their performance have been designed along three lines: 
(i) their succees in stabilising producer prices vis a vis world market 
prices; 
(ii) their success in stabilising producer income vis a vis export income; 
(iii) The use ;to which any trading surplus msy have been put. 
EMPIRICAL EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE 
A pioneer study in the field of Marketing Board- pricing 
and stabilization was that by P.T. Bauer in 1954. His methodology and 
results are best presented in the chapter entitled "The Operation and 
Consequences of the State Export Monopolies of West Africa", in his most 
recent book (5, pp.387-422) and in chapter 23 of his vvell known earlier 
book (4, pp.300-318). With respect to income stabilisation, in Ghana and 
Nigeria, Bauer takes the season 1947/48 as the base year: He then calculates 
the annual percentage changes in actual rnoney incomes of cocoa producsrs 
and then compares these with the corresponding annual percentage changes in 
export receipts (potential money income). These results are rsproduced in 
table 1. 
TABLE 1 
Nigeria^ 
iu ruueiibiüi uuiiiuin 
1947-1951. 
su iviuritíy j_nuum35 ui oucoa t-'roc aucers in unana ana 
Year £m Actu As of 1947/48 £rn Potential As % of 1947/48 
1947/48 20.0 100 53.4 100 
1948/49 46.4 232 47.1 88 
1949/50 31.3 157 56.2 105 
1950/51 47.3 237 78.5 147 
Source: Bauer, Ibid, p.301 
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Comparing annual percentage changes of actual and potential income 
on a year to year basis, Bausr concludes that marketing board operations 
have destabilised income. 
With respect to prices, Bauer reaches the same conclusión after 
observing that the reduction in the producer price of cocoa in Ghana in 
1949 was the second largest such reduction from one season to the next 
since 1922 in contrast with the following year (1950) when the board rnade 
the largest ever recorded price increase. 
In addition to accentuating the phsnomenon of export instability, 
Bauer points to several other burdens on producers as a result of marketing 
board operations. These include the potential loss in income and what 
he calis an "under realisation factor" (5, p.403). These are sumrnarised 
in tables 2 and 3. 
Bauer points out that the f.o.b. costs shown in rolumn 2 of table 
2 contain government export taxes (per ton) and that this tax accounts for a 
substantial part of the difference between column 2 and column 1 of the 
Table. He also points out that export taxes reduce the Board's surpluses 
rather than diminishing producer prices directly, since the rate of export 
taxation is much influenced by the size of the Board's surpluses. He, 
however, correctly contends that both in its effects on the economy as a whole, 
and from the standpoint of the individual producer, an increase in export 
duty to transfer part of the surplus from a marketing board to the government 
is purely a paper transaction which substitutes one type of compulsory 
levy for another. He correctly maintains that column 5 of Table 2 shows the 
percentage by which producer prices in 3. ny one year could have been raised 
without drafts on reserves. 
Bauer's other category of results are contained in table 3-
These results introduce one factor in addition to export duty and surpluses 
which he regards as an additional burden to the producers. fie calis this the 
"underrealization" factor. It is shown in columns 7, S, and 18. This figure 
represents differences between market prices and t'he per unit sales proceods 
realized by the Marketing Boards. He argües that where market prices regülarly 
exceed sales proceeds per unit and producers must sell to the state monopolies 
this difference must also be considered when assessing the effects of state 
export monopoly on producers. 
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Ogunsheye (15) contended that Bauer's methodology was faulty and 
so he went ahead to re-appraise the record of the marketing boards in Nigeria 
. between 1947 and 1960. with respect to price and income stabilisation. He 
used the Coppock - type (9) log - variance rnethod in his calculation of 
Índices. Indices yielded by this rnethod provide de-trended approximations of 
the average year to year variations. Indices of fluctuations were. computed 
for world market prices and producer prices of-cocoa, groundnutsy pa'lfn oil, 
palm kernels and cotton-. The results are summarised in tafaln 4'. ' 
TABLE 4 
Indices of Fluctuations of Prices of West A frican Produce"1" 
Commodi ty 
1' ' 
Country 
i 
Fnr1*¿ 
3 
Index nf 
Fluctuat ions 
Herid Price 
4 
Index of 
F luctuat iors 
Produc.r 
1nd•yx of Percentage 
Fluctuat ions Di f fercnce^ 
Port Price 
6 Í4 ) - f5 ) 
Cocoa Gold Coast 1924-1940 57.5 
Cocoa Niger ia 1924-1940 45 
Cocoa Ghana 1947-48/1959-60 Accra f . o . b . 35.8 27.7 + 22.6 
Cocoa Nigeria 1947-48/1959-60 Lagos f . o . b . 37.9 27.7 21.1 + 26.9 
Cocoa Ivory Coast 1949-50/1959-60 Le Havre 37.7 50.1 - 32.9 
Groundnuts Nigeria 1949-50/1959-60 U.K. ports 18.2 18.8 17.8 + 3.3 
Groundnuts Senegal •1949-50/1959-60 French ports 9.4 18.8 -100 
Palm Oil Niger ia 1949-50/1959-60 U.K. ports 16.2 14 13.5 + 13.6 
Palm Kernels Niger ia 1949-50/1959-60 U.K. ports 38.5 8.5 8.2 + 77.9 
Cotton Nígeria. , 1949-50/1959-60 U.K. ports 14.8 12.5 • 15.5 
1. The índices measure de-trended average year to year va r i a t i ons . 
2. A + sign denotes s t a b i l i s a t i o n ; 
A - sign denotes des tab i l i sa t i on . 
Source: Olunsheye, Ib id . p. 134 
From these results, Ogunsheye concludes that: 
(i) Marketing boards were most successful in reducing the price 
instability of palm Kernels; this instability having been 
reduced on the average by 80°/>; 
(ii) For cocoa, the boards in Ghana and Nigeria reduced instability 
of producer prices by ?0°/o and 2S/o respectively; 
(iii) For palm oil and cotton, the Nigerian Boards reduced fluctuations 
by 14. 3/4 and 16. respectively. 
(iv) For groundnuts.. the Nigerian Marketing Boards were ineffective 
eithér way; in Senegal and Ivory Coast, "the Marketing Boards 
seem to have aGcentuated -the instability of producer prices. 
IDS/WP13P 
In the case of income stability Ogunsheye compared the fluctuations 
in net proceeds of the marketing boards with the fluctuations in producer 
money incomes on the one hand and producers' real income on the other. The 
results are shown in table 5. 
TABLE , 5 
Indices of Fluctuations in the .Incomes pf_Producers Nigeria 
Commodity Net Marketing Producers' Producers' 
Board Proceeds Money Income Real Income 
Cocoa- - • —24 • - - ¿¡4. o 
Groundnuts 63.9 8P.C 
Palm Oil - 18.3 12.2 
Palm Kernels . 1 8 . 7 14.6 
Source: Ogunsheye; íbid. p.135 
From the results in table 5. Ogunsheye concludes that: 
(i) For palm Kernelsthe boards stabilised farmer money and real 
incomes; 
(ii) For palm oil,.the boards neither stabilised ñor destabilised 
money or real producer incomes; 
(iii) For cocoa and groundrits the-average fluctuation in the 
money and real incomes of producers seem to have been 
accentuated by marketing board operations. 
Adamu (3) uses the same data as Ogunsheye (15) and Helleiner (ll) 
in testing hypotheses about price and money income.' Firstly he 
considers producer prices and export prices, as two populations; ócch with al-
ternativo , F and t distributions c.nd, > equal variance in each of the 
alternatiye distributions. As a decisión rule, he postulates that if 
stabilisation policy of the boards was effective, there would be signi-
ficant difference in the estimated variances of the two populations. 
The same procedure .was adopted for producer money incomes and marketing 
board proceeds (Gross and .Net) as a measure of the effectivenéss -Pf the 
boards to stabilise producers' incomes. 
In his methodology, Adamu..fits a regression line of the form 
At = aQ + a1X1 + — - +. a^ X.^  as a pretiietor of V^ - (t = 1947/48, 
1961/62) , the observati'on" in each of the populations. At a second 
stage, he adjusts each in the series by the expression 
a2 = — ^ — E(V - A )2, where n-q is the degrees of freedom of 
28.4 
92.4 
19.3 
13.0 
- 9 ~ 
the estimate (the estimate here being the variance). After adjusting each 
observation, he then redefines the systematic component of the measures 
by.fitting a regression line on the adjusted series in each population and 
then estimating its variance. Cali this S , then an index is calculated 
for each corresponding pair of S^ measures in the populations, t = 1947/48 — -
1961/62 (e,g. if S^ is the varia-tion ofthe 1950/51 world price observation 
N Q <—) 
and thevcriation of the 1950/51 producer price observation, then I = S^/S^. 
The same operation applies to the 1950/51 producer income and export income 
populations. It is assumed to have an F distribution with n - q degrees of 
freedom. The f - test is then used by comparing the calculated valué of F 
with the tabulated F for specific valué qf type 1 error. If the calculated 
valué is higher than the tabulated valué, Adamu would conclude that there 
is significant difference between the two variances S^ and S^. And this 
would imply that the marketing board's policy of price stabilisation was 
effective and vice versa. 
The major results of Adamu's exercise are presented in tables 
6, 7, 8 and 9. üsing Ogunsheye's data (15) he obtains the results in tables 
6, 8 and 9.. Using Helleiner's data (ll) he obtains the results in table 7. 
- 10 ~ 
TASLE 6-
Analys is o f the p r i ce data 
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Testi f o r Means Test f o r s t a b i l i t y 
Mean 
Pri ce 
£ / ton 
d, . f t 
Uñadjusted 
s j d . f . F 
F i t t i n g 1 
2 
S2¿ d . f 
inear t rend 
F S 2 ' d . t 
F ina l Results 
F Tr:nd flttod 
Cocoa W 227.62 4750.83 12 4481.32 11 3659.13 10 quadrat i c 
Pr 142.37 24. 5 .05** 1444.70 12 5.29* 1034.43 11 4.33* 380.66 10 9 .6* * quadra t ic 
G.Nut W 72.06 129.65 11 142.68 10 129.65 n no t rend 
Pr 37.44 21 8 .11* * 78.03 10 1.51 24.58 9 5.80*"* 24.58 9 5.27 Linear 
Kernel w 57.42 176.45 11 188.37 10 176.45 11 no t rend 
Pr 28.57 22 7 .35** 8.56 11 20.61** 9.40 10 20.07** 8.56 11 20.61 no t rend 
P. Oi l w 80.50 92.27 11 96.80 10 92.27 11 no t rend 
Pr 46.94 22 9.85 46.55 11 1.96 50.12 10 1.93 46.55 11 1.98 no t rend 
pence/ lb 
Cotton w 6.88 2.78 10 0.56 9 0.56 9 1 i near 
Pr 5.50 20 2.51** 0.55 10 5 .05** 0.34 9 1.65 0.34 9 1.65 l i n e a r 
O e f i n i t i o n s : * S i g n i f i c a n t at 5% 1 evcl on ly . 
d . f degrces of frcedom 
t 
„2 
S i g n i f i c a n t at l evo l 
ca lcu la ted valué of ' t ' f o r ' t ' t e s t 
est imated var i anee for unadj usted data 
est imated v a r i anee a f t e r f i t t i n g a l i n e a r t rend 
est imated var iance f i n a l l y used 
ca lcu la ted valué of F fo r F' t e s t 
Moríd market p r i ce 
Pr Producer p r i ce 
Source: Adamu, I b i d . p.334. 
TASLE 7 
Analys is o f the p r i ce data 
Test f o r Means Test fo r s t a b i l i t y 
Unadjusted Final Result 
Mean Pr ice d . f t d . f F d . f F S2 d . f F Trend F i t t e d 
£ Per ton 
Cocoa w 216.81 * * 4244.44 * 4559.90 13 2815.24 12 * * quadrat i c 
Pr 142.58 28 3.85 1387.26 14 3.06 1373.74 13 3.32* 389.59 12 7.23 quadrat i c 
G. Nut w 42.93 * * 49.99 14 not 50.85 12 49.99 13 * no t rend 
Pr 30.03 26 4.37 52.56 13 s i g 15.12 12 3.37* 15.12 12 3.31 I i near 
Kernel w 42.44 * * 50.45 * 54.16 12 50.45 13 no t rend 
Pr 29.64 26 5.96 14.40 13 3.50 14.74 12 3.67* 14.40 13 3.50 no t rend 
P. Oi l w 61.29 * * 115.60 13 123.46 12 111.32 11 quadrat i c 
Pr 51.86 26 2.22 113.26 13 1.02 121.20 12 1.02 57.60 11 1.93 quadrat ic 
Cotton u 72.62 * * 272.39 11 * * 90.04 10 90.04 10 1 i near 
Pr 52.82 22 3.97 52.82 n 5.18 32.27 10 2.82 32.27 10 2.82 1 i near 
1 . See note under tab le 6 . 
Source: Adamu, I b i d . p.335 
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TABLE 8 
1 2 Analysis of the income data (PPI v . API) ' 
IDS/WP 102 
Test f o r Heans Test f o r s t a b i l i t y 
Unadjusted F i t t i n g l i n e a r t rend Final Result 
Mean d . f . t Sf d . f F d . f F S2 d . f F Trend F i t t e d 
£m 
* * 
Cocoa PPi 24.20 28 3.53 41.81 14 1.40 ' 32.32 13 2.05 21 .03- 12 3.68** quadrati c 
API 16.49 29.84 14 15.79 13 5.71 12 quadrati c 
G.Nut PPI 17.74 26 1.76 40.44 13 not 16.995 12 1.41 16.995 12 1.41 1 i near 
API 13.32 * * 47.78 13 s i g 12.03 12 12.03 12 1 i ncar 
Kernel PPI 16.21 28 3.53 15.88 14 1.74 13.15 13 1 .80 8.89 12 3.35* quadrat i c 
API 11.65 * 9.15 14 7.32 13 2.65 12 not quadrat i c 
P. Oi l PPI 10.27 28 2.16 6.43 14 not 6.46 13 not s i g 2.98 12 quadrati c 
Api 8.09 8.85 14 s i g 9.02 13 4.38 12 s i g quadrat i c 
Cotton Ppl 5.48 22 1.57 2.49 11 not 2.04 10 not s i g 2.04 10 not 1 i near 
Api 4.27 4.66 11 s i g 2.10 10 2.10 10 s i g 1 i near 
1 . See notes under t ab le 
2. P . P . I . = Po ten t ia l producer Income; 
API » Actual producer income 
Source: Adamu, I b i d . , D. 335. 
TABLE 9 
Analysis of the income data (NMBP v . AP I ) ^ ' 
Test f o r Méans Test f o r s t a b t f H y - -
Mean d . f 
Unddjusted 
« s í d . f 
F i t t i n g l i n e a r t rend 
2 2 F S^ d . f F S 
Final Result 
' d . f F Trend f i t t e d 
Cocoa NmBP 19.90 28 1.91 18.14 14 not s i g 13.16 13 n r t sig 1.3.16 13 2.30 1 i near 
Api 16.49 29.84 14 15.79 13 5.71 12 quadrat i c 
G.Nut NmBP 15.43 26 0.90 29.01 13 not s i g 12.82 12 1.07 12.82 12 1.07 1 i noar 
Api 13.32 47.78 13 12.03 12 12.03 12 1 i near 
Kernel NmBPH.41 28 2.36* 11.29 14 1.23 10.16 13 1 .39 8.14 12 3.07* quadrati c 
Api 11.65 9.15 14 7.32 13 2.65- .'12 . quadrat i» 
P. Oi l NmBP,9.82 28 1.48 4.68 14 not s i g 4.78 13 not s i g 2.55 12 not s i g quadrati c 
Api 8.09 8.85 8.85 14 9.02 13 4.38 12 quadrat i c 
Cotton NmBP 4.78 22 0.68 2.03 11 not s ig 2.15 10 1 .02 2.o3 10 not s i g 1 i near 
Api . 4.27 4.66 11 2.10 10 2.10 10 l i n e a r 
1. NMBP = Net market ing Board Proceeds 
API - Actual Producer Incomes 
2. See notes under t a b l e . 
Source: Adamu, I b i d . p .336. 
• From. these results, Adamu concludes that only in the case 
of palm Kernels does the marketing system seem to have stabilised both 
prices and income. Furthermore, in the case of groundnuts, price 
stability was accompanied by income instability and in the case of Palm 
Oil and Cotton, both price and income were destabilised. 
Grene (10) computed Índices of producer prices and of (f.o.b. 
Accra) export prices for the period 1947/8 to 1958/59. In his approach, 
this observation period was divided into two sub-periods (1947/48 to 1952/53; 
and 1952/53 to 1958/59) and average annual percentage changes were calculated 
for each sub period and for each price series (i.e. export and producer 
price series). The results are shown in table 10. 
TABLE 10 
Average Percentage Changes in Cocoa Prices in Ghana 
(Formerly Gold Coast) 
Period Producer Price f.o.b. Accra 
Export Prices 
1947/48 - 1952/53 44 23 
1952/53 - 1958/59 8 37 
Source: Gree, Ibid. 
Green, therefore, concluded liké BaV.er did that the board 
destabilised prices during the 1947/48 - 1952/53 period but reached the 
opposite conclusión with respect te the 1952/53 - 1958/59 period. 
Gerald K. Helleiner (11) studied the price-income instability 
in relation to various Marketing Board exports in Nigeria. He used two 
Índices of instability: (i) average annual percentage change and (ii) 
average annual percentage deviation from a five.-year centered moving 
average. The results he obtained on price and income stability are 
tabulated in Tables 11 and 12. From table 11, he observes that the 
average year-to-year percentage change (1^) in money producer prices of 
cocoa (14.2%) was considerably lower than that in world prices (22.5%). 
The average deviation from the moving average (Z^) was also far less for 
money producer prices (10.4%) than for world prices (21.6%). The other 
crops (palm oil^ palm kernels, groundnuts and cotton) experienced even 
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more producer price stability than cocoa. 
From Tablel2, he notices that the Marketing Boards have, on 
balance, been relatively ineffective in their pursuit of the objective of 
stable producer incomes (whether money or real) from exported agricultural 
produce., With the exception of income from palm kernel, producer income 
would not have been more unstable had the Nigerian Marketing Boards not been 
set up. He then concludes that contrary to expectations, success with 
producer price stabilization has not brought with it success with producer 
income stabilisation. 
The United Nations economic organs have also always been 
interested in the Operations of East and West African Export Monopoly 
boards¿ A Food and Agricultural Organisation sponsored study (1) covered, 
among other things, the price and income stabilisation role, of marketing 
boards in the cocoa industries of Ghana and Nigeria. The results of this 
study are presented in Figs. 1 and 2. They show that in Ghana, the Cocoa 
Marketing Board succeeded in stabilizing producer prices to a great degree. 
However, iwhat is also shown is one often-overlooked fact, that export taxes, 
rather than the Board's trading surpluses, exerted the greatest influence 
on the stability of producer price. In Fig 1, it is also seen that producer 
prices have been more stable in Ghana than in Nigeria. 
East Africa 
A notable study of the stabilization role of marketing boards 
was undertaken in Uganda by A. McBean (14). He analyzed empirically the 
instability of Uganda's coffee and cotton export proceeds, producers' income 
and export unit prices. His results are tabulated in Table 13. 
From his data and analysis, the average instability for coffee 
growers! income was 19.6% (using annual percentage deviation from trend), 
while the corresponding figure for coffee export earnings is 16.6%. The 
use of annual percentage change gave 28% and 23.5% instability for coffee 
producers' incomes and export earnings respectively. 
In the case of cotton, average annual percentage change yielded 
an instability of 16.6% for incomes and 19.0% for export proceeds. Use 
of average annual deviations from trend resulted in instabilities of 13.6% 
- 16 ~ 
D o l l a r s p e r t o n 
í- W M O 
I! II II II g 
i--. S 
3 " i-i t - 1 l-¡ - o t ^ O 
O a . U i 
ro n ro 3 
r t r t r t O H- H* ro Oí 
3 O 3 n r-o 
C3 3 CQ 
r t t u 
t u ^ O t-¡ 
O O H . i—• 0 01 o v.O t-i rí- ro O l 
o . en CO 
- o 
CO •O ro 
c ro t-i 
l-i t-i 
r t 
I—1 r t o £ O 3 i - * en 3 vO 
Cn 
o t~n ro ^ 
Hl l_n 
I-1- O 
o 
H-
r t t - * 
CS 
U l 
r t o CO 3 
f r o 
t - 1 o o o 
VO O o o o •P-
\ 
Dollars per Ton 
O ¡3 i—* t ET H-H-P P) CQ 
- - ro ro 03 f-¡ i-¡ H* H-rljS» í» ta D |-d id r-J i-¡ i-i o O -O CL CL O c c i-> o o rt ro ro i-¡ i-i TI H i-d na H- I H O H-H-(0 o o ro ro w S¡ CD o o F- n CQ^  !3 P ET Ci-CL rt ro ro re CL H w M 
> 
< ro i-i o CP ro 
• 
r-o o i— o vO 
UL 
- 18 ~ 
W 
tí 
O 
É5 
H 
CO 
P Í 
W 
O 
O 
O 
Í * 
CL, 
Q 
Z 
< cc rH rH zn CD 
O OI 
W W rH 
J W 1 CQ Ü CO 
< o rt-
E-> P-1 cn CU rH 
£ o -p-l 
X 
W 
I A o E-i E-
O 
O 
< 
G 
< 
O p 
c o 
• rH H 
C O W •H Q) 
P S 10 O •rl O > £ (1) M Q C c>P -H 
C O •r) P (0 •rl 
> 
CO P 
O 
& 
cu w Q 
P o\° -H 
CU bO (O P G a) m e O c o 3 10 o B O. O I-I 
c •H en 0) <L> 
cu 50 c fO 'H P co C CU P 0) bO u O C O P (0 OH 0) ,C X PH O w 
co (1) e o o c M 
co p 
o 
£ w 
u ro cu 
o> bfl (0 
0) > 
<0 
bC c •H > 0 B 
u co el) 
1 
LO 
c O u Ua 
LO 
CD CT> CO O 00 O CO CD o: CO • • • • • • • * 
• CN CN cr, en rt CD LO co co 1 H H- rH + 1 +• 1 H- + 1 
LO LO CO O LO cn CD CN LO c- CO a • 9 • • • • a o • • CD rH CN LO rH CT> rt rH CD CD co rH 00 CO CN H 1 + 4- 1 H- 1 + + • H- 1 
co en o O O LO LO LO r> CN CO en LO CD 
• • • • • » • • « • • • * • n- en CO CO C7> O 00 co CN cc en LO CD 
T> CN rH rH rH rH rH rH H- H- H- H- 4- 1 + 4- 1 1 1 + 
LO o O 00 CD LO O CO CO 0) CN 00 O 
• • • • • o • • • • • • a o CD CO CN CO co en i—1 LO en co rt CO c en LO 1 rt rf rH CN rH rH rH rH H- 4- 1 -i- 1 4- i 4- 1 1 H-
00 O CD CO CO en O LO CN rH en en 
• • o ® o • • • o • o o • e rH t> o CN O CO rH co 00 co CN O CN rH rH H H rH rH rH rH rH H i—1 
CO 00 en 00 en ri- co LO rH rt C7> r-
o CD 00 CD CD o co en 00 LO rt CD rH H CN CN rH CN rH i—! rH 1—1 rH H rH 
00 en o rH CN co rt LO CO t> 00 cr> O H rí- rí- LO LO co LO LO LO LO LO LO LO CD co en en en C7> o> en en eTI en en en en en o rH H rH rH rH rH rH rH rH rH H H H rH 
00 
CD 
c bO •H W 
bO C •rl 
O & 
•H 
0) bO 10 
Cl) > 
< 
- 19 ~ 
and 6.8% for exports and incomes respectively. 
He concludes, therefore, that whereas the Lint Marketing 
Board has had some success in moderating fluctuations, the Coffee Marketing 
Board did the opposite. The study, however, does not address itself to the 
stability of producer prices vis a vis world market prices. 
Brown (6) tried, among other things, to assess the effect of 
the Malawi Farmers' Marketing Board on price and income stability of cotton, 
groundnuts and tobacco farmers. His results are summarized in Tables 14-
and 15. 
It is observed that farmers' weighted average and grade prices 
for seed cotton and groundnuts have experienced prolonged periods of 
constancy in the face of fluctuating export prices. On the other hand, 
tobacco prices are not equally stable. He attributes the fluctuations in 
the weighted average prices of fire-cured (Northern) tobacco not to the 
Board!s inability to absorb world market price fluctuations, but to changes 
in quality due to natural phenomena beyond the farmer's control, changes 
in grading standards and grading inefficiencies. 
Concluding Remarks 
The recent empirical evidence attesting to the risk averseness 
of African farmers (18) raises further interest in the microeconomic 
implications of export instability and domestic stabilisation measures as 
executed by export Monopoly and Price stabilising Boards. From the 
foregoing review, a number of issues stand out. Firstly, we must 
observe that there is no general concensus regarding the success or failure 
of marketing board operations in stabilising either prices or incomes. The 
only notable exception here is palm Kernels where all researchers agree that 
both prices and incomes have been relatively stable. In most of the 
West African studies, the data used is the same but different results are 
arrived at as a result of differences in methodologies employed in data 
analysis. The methodology employed has ranged from Bauer's non rigorous 
comparison on a yearly basis of annual percentage changes in producer and 
export income series to Adamu's statistical analysis of variance. Which 
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technique is appropriate» of course, Jepends on what type of data there is 
to work with. Unfortunately, it also tends to depend on the academic 
background of the scholars. 
A second important point that emerges from the review is the 
simultaneous nature of targets. As Helleiner (11) observed, stabilising one 
target variable, may undesirably destabilise another. This underlines the 
necessity to develope a múltiple target simultaneous policy model within 
which to design and execute policy. In the context of price and income 
stabilisation of various crops, the design of such a model would invariably 
entail the analysis and specification of underlying price-supply relationships, 
This point brings us to what this researcher thinks has been the weakest aspect 
/ ' of the studies reviewed. These studies implicitly assume a zero 
elasticity of supply so that "potential producer income" is always regarded 
as either gross or net marketing board proceeds. This is unsatisfactory as 
any other sampie of producer prices apart from the observed one would change 
production patterns (in the light of positive supply response) and therefore, 
potential producer income would be neither gross ñor net observed marketing 
board proceeds. Furthermore, if any of the countries concerned is a dominant 
supplier of the commodity on the world market (as in the case of Ghanaian 
Cocoa) then changes in producer prices will not only affect supply but are 
also likely to affect export prices. In the case of increases in prodacer 
prices, the resultant positive output effect (and therefore potential 
producer income effect) may be neutralised by declining export prices due to 
increased supply and vice versa. In this respect also, marketing Board 
proceeds would be an incorrect measure of potential producer incomes. 
Export taxation and the accumulation of surpluses by export 
monopoly boards per se is not something to be critical about. As noted 
earlier, their virtue depends on what the policy goals are. Nevertheless, 
controversy has also traditionally centered on the use to which marketing 
board trading surpluses have been put. In this connection, we sight Walker 
and Ehrlich (17 ) and Helleiner ' (12). 
Helleiner studied the marketing board problem in Nigeria 
in the context of their fiscal role. His conclusión is that the fiscal 
role of the boards has been vital in Nigeria's economic development. 
- 24 -
David Walker and Cyrii Ehrlich , in their study of marketing 
boards in Uganda, were interestea not in their stabilization of prices and 
incomes, but in the disposal of trading surpluses. They contend that a 
greater proportion of these funds was used for consumption rather than 
investment purposes by the government, contrary to the spirit in which the fund 
was established. These studies, however, underscore the necessity to undertake 
far reaching cost - benefit analysis exercises before reaching any qualitative 
conclusions as to whether or not marketing board trading surpluses were 
optimally appropriated. 
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Footnotes • . 
1 . See in particular (ll. 
2. For the'éssential ingredients of the operation of boards in each 
category, again see (1) 
3. See for example the positions taken by Coppock (9) and MacBean (14) 
on the.ooe hánd and Schiavo-Campo ..(16 ) on the other. The former 
contend--that it is difficult to assocíate factor^ such as size of the 
country, geographic concentration etc. in any general way with 
instability. The latter, on the other hand found statistically 
significant relationships between instability, economic size and other 
structural factors. 
4. See the diverging positions represented in (7), (9) and (14). 
The Coppock studies (9) reveal a weak adverse association between 
Índices of instability and selected macroeconomic variables (growth 
performance indicators). On the other hand MacBean's results (14) 
show that no such adverse relationship can be established. Then the 
Caine-Hirschman thesis (7) and (13) is that export instability, far 
from being disruptive, may in fact be benefitial as it may induce 
adaptations and innovative economic responses which may stimulate 
economic growth. 
- 26 ~ 
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